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Abstract 
The purpose of this paper is to present the results of the students’ feedback on the Faculty of Engineering and Built 
Environment’s lecturers’ teaching. The measurement method is online survey made through the new version of the Course 
Teaching Evaluation System. This new system is expected to meet the more comprehensive needs from the previous one. 
Comparisons with the older system are also conducted. The Course Teaching Evaluation Measurement is intended to improve the 
faculty’s lecturers’ teaching. The results show that the new method give better perspective on the evaluation results and thus are 
more useful in giving indication to the lecturers to choose a better teaching techniques. 
© 2011 Published by Elsevier Ltd. Selection and/or peer reviewed under responsibility of the UKM Teaching and Learning 
Congress 2011.  
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1. Introduction 
Teaching evaluation is a course evaluation taken by the students in a given semester. This evaluation can be 
conducted by several methods either through online, manual survey or interview. The purpose is to guarantee that 
the quality of professional service by lecturers is met. Lecturers are the pillars of excellence for the institution where 
their role has a high impact on the quality of teaching and learning. This is because lecturers are the closest 
individuals to the students in the university. Students deserve to evaluate the effectiveness of teaching process so 
that lecturers can diversify the most suitable teaching technique. 
 Once the evaluation is complete, each lecturer will make improvements on the teaching and learning methods. 
This applies to all to have better teaching methods, not only to the failed or problematic students. Thus, Universiti 
Kebangsaan Malaysia (UKM) has set one of the MS ISO 9001:2008 certification quality objective is to achieve at 
least 70% average for the satisfaction score of teaching in the faculty. This shows that teaching aspect is one of the 
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most important things in university study. A paper on teaching evaluation alternative has been submitted by Tamby 
Subahan (2008) which discusses the need for evaluation and significant question of interest. 
Teaching evaluation has received attention from the university management until the existing system 
effectiveness study is carried out. Initial study was carried out by Ahmad Kamal Ariffin et. al. (2008). It was found 
out that some differences between the answers obtained online than the forms distributed during lectures. Several 
reasons were found to explain this situation. One of the main reasons was the students often feel forced when 
answering the survey questions. The other reason is students are heavily influenced by the lecturer’s attractiveness 
and willingness to give them high grades in return for very little work (Felton et. al 2004). However, it is very 
difficult to obtain the students to answer willingly. Thus, this paper work is presented to show the improvements that 
can be made. 
2. Methodology 
A Course Evaluation Teaching System (SPPK) was instituted as a method in the improvement of teaching in 
UKM. The questions in the form can be found in http://202.185.40.215/sppk/. Students are required to fill out an 
online form before they can register subjects for the next semester. The question that always arises is whether the 
students answered the questions honestly, or just simply answering to enable them to register the subjects? It was 
evident in a study by Ahmad Kamal Ariffin et. al. (2008) that the respond was not as expected.  
 
Table 1. Survey questions 
Section Old Question New Question 
 
A  
 
COURSE MANAGEMENT 
1. Good and systematic teaching preparation. 
2. Mastering the material and course contents. 
3. Clear and interesting teaching presentation. 
4. Dedication and full effort in teaching. 
5. Complying with the original lecture 
schedule. 
6. Satisfactory structure and course coverage 
pelan 
7. Meeting the teaching objectives and 
syllabus. 
8. Friendly feedback and always available to 
help. 
9. Providing fair treatment to all students. 
10. Open and accessible. 
 
 
GENERAL EVALUATION 
1. Appropriateness of course content with course 
outcomes. 
2. Lesson pelan neatness and order. 
Appropriateness of course content with the progress and 
current needs. 
3. Room/lecture hall equipment. 
4. Room/lecture hall safety 
5. Condition of teaching aids (complete and functional 
6. Room/lecture hall surrounding (neat and clean). 
B  
 
COURSE CONTENTS 
1. Relevant with the current development and 
needs. 
2. Suitable with the study level. 
3. Current and updated.  
LECTURE EVALUATION 
1. Course content enables the students to think critically. 
2. Course contents become the source of lifelong 
learning.  
3. Teaching materials are available in electronic form 
and downloadable.  
4. Use of modern software for problem solving. 
5. Application of interdisciplinary of integrated project. 
 
C 
 
INFRASTRUCTURE AND EQUIPMENT 
1. Lecture halls are comfortable, clean and 
safe. 
2. Teaching aids are current and in good 
condition.  
LECTURER EVALUATION 
1. Expert in the materials and confidence in the delivery. 
2. Teaching delivery method (clear and interesting). 
3. Dedicated and committed in handling the course.  
4. Complying the lecture schedule. 
5. Providing fair and friendly treatment to all students.  
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In the study, all students were required to answer the online form. In the same time, the same form was 
distributed twice among students who are enrolling in Computational Method class during the lectures. The first 
distribution was made in mid-semester and the second one at the end of semester. The second one was improvement 
from the first, and must not be announced to the students. The same questions were also answered by the students in 
SPPK. 
Table 1 shows the difference between the old and new questions. They were divided into three sections with 
different focuses to make them more systematic. This is because the questions in Section A were made general for 
the whole university. Section B is on the assessment of lecture or teaching approach. The last section is on the 
lecturers’ personality in handling the lectures and students. In this paper, the analysis results were divided into two 
parts. The first part is the lecturers’ teaching evaluation overall average and the second part is more specific on the 
Computational Method subject. However, both discussions are interlinked with one another.  
3. Results and Discussion 
Figure 1 shows the percentage of the average teaching evaluation score of each department and unit. The highest 
that department achieved was 88.9% and the lowest was 76%. This shows that the quality objective on teaching 
satisfaction was achieved which was the average for the faculty at 82%. Due to some changes on the questions, the 
system faced a technical problem where only 62% of the students could answer the questions. Some lecturers 
achieved less than 70% when the results were scrutinized.  
 
 
 
Figure 1. The average course evaluation percentage for every department and unit 
 
 
 
Figure 2. The percentage of subjects less than 70% of the course evaluation 
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Figure 2 shows the percentage of subject that achieved less than 70%. It was then normalized because the number 
of subjects for each department is different. Every department and unit has to identify the number of the cause and 
take preventive measures. That is new lecturers should pursue effective teaching and learning methods and senior 
lecturers need to improve their own teaching. Implications on promotion may be imposed if the rating is still under 
satisfactory level. 
There are several things that can help a lecturer to be a good educator such as collaborating with other lecturers 
who are teaching the same course to ensure continuity in the delivery of the lectures. By strengthening the level of 
education in the field, it will convince the students on what the lecturers have been lecturing. Lecturers also need to 
know that it is important to design learning experience which can produce brilliant talents and professionals who 
will contribute to society in the future (Universiti Kebangsaan Malaysia, 2010). 
Analysis of the second part shows the details of the evaluation for  Computational Method subject. The number 
of students from the Mechanical, Civil and Chemical departments are shown in Table 2. All departments showed a 
decrease in number of students at the end of the survey which is due to the students were busy preparing for the 
integrated project presentation. The SPPK number showed a high value due to the students were forced to evaluate 
for them to be able to register subjects in the next semester. Figure 3 shows the details of question distribution score 
value average. The reason for the questions were distributed during mid-semester was because the feedback from 
the students was required to improve teaching approach. This was evident in the results of the improvement in score 
value.  
 
Table 2. Number of students in the departments 
 
 Civil Mechanical Chemical 
Middle of semester 66 86 51 
End of semester 53 59 43 
SPPK 66 98 87 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3. The average score for the department’s lecturers for Computational Method subject 
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Department of Civil and Structural Engineering and the Department of Chemical and Process Engineering are 
shown in Figure 6 and 7. There was a difference in the score average for all three departments. The Department of 
4.88 
4.53 
4.12 
0.00 
1.00 
2.00 
3.00 
4.00 
5.00 
JKAS JKMB JKKP 
pertengahan 
akhir 
SPPK 
Middle of semester 
End of semester 
S PK 
362   Ahmad Kamal Ariffi n Mohd Ihsan et al. /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  60 ( 2012 )  358 – 364 
Civil and Structural Engineering achieved the highest, followed by the Department of Mechanical and Material 
Engineering and the Department of Chemical and Process Engineering. This gives a clear picture on the students 
perception on their lecturers. Score increment percentage indicates an increase for all departments as shown in Table 
3. 
 
 
Figure 4. Evaluation scores for students from the Department of Mechanical and Materials Engineering (source: Ahmad Kamal Ariffin et. al. 
(2008) 
 
 
Figure 5. Evaluation score for every question by students from the Department of Mechanical and Materials Engineering  
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Figure 6. Evaluation score for every question by students from the Department of Civil and Structural Engineering 
 
 
 
Figure 7. Evaluation score for every question by students from the Department of Chemical and Process Engineering 
 
 
One of the improvements in the new SPPK system is that students will provide feedback to their lecturers. 
However, the comments from students given through online SPPK were only thirteen in number compared to the 
ones obtained through survey questions distribution during lectures which were up to 110. The SPPK feedbacks are 
shown in Figure 8. Almost all students provided comments for the survey questions distributed during lectures. This 
is really beneficial in the teaching improvement. Some comments were beneficial to the lecturers however, only 
constructive comments on the improvement of the system were taken into consideration. Overall, a lot of students 
gave comments on the audio visual equipments which were always problematic. The general comment was to 
increase the number of questions and answering methods, insufficient exercises and to increase the application. 
Based on the feedbacks from the students, one problem cause classification set can be produced by classifying using 
Pareto Chart method. Pareto Chart is a type of special histogram used to identify the cause of problems which are 
arranged in the biggest to smallest order (Bruno 1987). This will enable to classify the main cause of complaint in 
SPPK based on the frequency. The analysis results can be used in improving teaching and learning in the faculty and 
the university.   
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Figure 8. Students feedbacks in SPPK 
 
4. Conclusion 
This study shows that the evaluation of SPPK questions which were conducted online and manually. The results 
show better evaluation after several improvements take place.  However, manually distributed survey questions 
provide better and truthful evaluation because the students are not rushing to answer the questions and treat the 
system as just a mean to register for the next semester. Two-times evaluation can provide benefits for the system and 
instant improvements can be done on the same students.  
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